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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive; see 
Remarks pages 1-7 and claim amendments, filed 12/28/2006, with respect to the 
rejections of claims 1-4, 8-24, and 28-44 

Claims 1-4, 8-24, and 28-44 were rejected under 35 USC 112, first 
paragraph; those rejections have been withdrawn in view of applicant's citation of 
support in the instant specification. 

The rejection of claims 1-4, 8-24, and 28-44 under 35 USC 103(a) does 
stand withdrawn in view of applicant's arguments, and are replaced with a 
rejection of those claims over Lee and other references below. 

The summary response to the arguments follows below. Applicant 
contends that the references do not teach that the image edge point remains 
coincident with the display area edge point. Examiner points out that if the image 
occupies the entire screen and extends off the screen (as in applicant's Figures 
4-10) then clearly the "image edge point" will be on the side of the display with 
the "display area edge point." They can be coincident if the image is shifted 
along a zoom line as recited. More specifically, if an image is translated along a 
zoom line (see for example Figure 9 in the Lee reference, as shown below), the 
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entire point is that shifting and zooming the object in question down or up the 
zoom line drawn through the center of the display and the recited zoom point 
[0027, 0085-0089] will typically produce the most comfortable location of the 
zoomed model for detailed viewing and manipulation, while not losing the 
original layout for the larger context [0086]. More specifically, the definition of 
the Model View Point, which is analogous to applicant's 'zoom points 1 , is defined 
to be [0031] - "Center of Scaling— the point in a 3D model around which scaling 
takes places. Sometimes referred to herein as a 'Model Zoom Point.'" Critical to 
that assumption is that the object is shifted along the aforementioned line and 
clearly, such a line will pass through a given image edge point/display area edge 
point. The result is that the display area edge point that the line initially passes 
through will be remain constant during the scale operation through the recited 
intermediate points. Where the optimum viewing point 903 is the center clearly, 
the point 901 represents the recited 'zoom points,' and as noted above, the line 
will extend from the center through the zoom point and the display edge point 
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(note that Lee teaches displays are inherently finite, etc [0053], so there will be 
cases where model clearly extends past display boundaries (Figures 4A-4B)). 

This correspondence is intrinsically part of the function of the recited 
reference, wherein the entire screen can consist of the view volume or image, 
and can be at least fairly regarded as teaching that such volume can extend to 
the edges of the screen or beyond, particularly in the case of zooming. 

With respect to claims 41 and 43, examiner turns to the instant 
specification, namely paragraph [0035], which states that purpose of the position 
of the original zoom point is stored is to determine whether the selected zoom 
point 402 is substantially collocated at a point such that no single display area 
edge 206 is closest. The examples given are for cases wherein the zoom point 
is the central / center point of the display or the zoom point is on a line that 
extends from the central point through one of the corners. 

The reason that this point is raised that such claims are only valid for 
those scenarios, because otherwise the zoom point (e.g. Figure 13, points 402E 
or 402F) clearly would have a point on the x or y (horizontal or vertical) display 
edge that is closer than points 506E and 506F otherwise. This is because the 
lines formed between center point 210 and the respective zoom points are 
diagonal, and the shortest distance between the recited zoom points and the 
edge would be a straight (e.g. orthogonal) line [0041-0042]. Therefore, claims 
41-44 can only be valid for the scenarios above (e.g. wherein the center point is 
the zoom point, or wherein the zoom point lies on a line formed between a corner 
of the display and the center point. This is because the claims read in part: 
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"changing the relative size of the selected zoom point while (i) translating the 
selected zoom point along a straight zoom line that passes through the selected 
zoom point and extends between a central point in the display area and an 
edge point on the display are a that is closest to the selected zoom point..." 

Clearly, if the closest point was a straight line (as in for cases with zoom 
points 506E and 506F in Figure 13) connection from the zoom point to the edge, 
the claim would not be valid, since a line could not possibly pass through that 
point and still meet the other criteria of the claim. Therefore, as noted above, it is 
only valid for the two situations described above and in applicant's specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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Claims 1-4, 8, 21-24, 28, and 41-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Duke et al (US 6,407,749) in view of Lee et al (US 
PGPub 2004/0233222 A1). 

As to claims 1 and 21 (method and system, additional system limitations 
will be addressed in a separate addendum below the following), 

In a display including one or more edges that define a display are in which 
at least a portion of an image including an edge point is displayed, a method of 
changing the relative size of the displayed image, comprising the steps of: (Lee 
clearly teaches a display having edges, wherein the display is part of a computer 
system having a CPU and storage medium providing the program to control the 
display, etc- [0099-0100]) 

-Selecting a zoom point in the display image, the zoom point corresponding to a 
point in the displayed image that is to be zoomed, the image edge point located 
at a position on the display area edge that coincides with an edge point on the 
display area; and (Lee clearly teaches selecting the model zoom point, once the 
system is activated to enter zoom mode [0059-0080]. Clearly, as illustrated in 
Figure 9, the selected Model Zoom Point is on the display. When the system is 
in initial mode, clearly the image edge points will be coincident with edges of the 
display if the display is full-screen) 

-Changing the relative size of the selected zoom point while (i) translating the 
selected zoom point along a straight zoom line that passes through the selected 
zoom point and extends between a central point in the display area and the 
display area edge point and (ii) maintaining the position of the image edge point 
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such that the image edge point remains coincident with the display area 
edge point. 

(Lee teaches that the points are moved along a zoom line as in Figure 9, 
with the magnified points moving along the line 920 as in Figure 9 [0085-0089], 
where the position of the edge points is preserved with respect to the center point 
(OVP, [0027], etc). As illustrated in Figure 10, the objects are translated along 
the straight zoom line specified in Figure 9, that is, the user selects the Model 
Zoom Point 901 and translates it along the long to the Optimum Viewing Point 
903 as illustrated in Figure 9, where this is explained in [0086] as a process such 
that the unzoomed starting value (lambda=1, point 901, a zero translation) is 
connected to a translation via a vector equal to the required translation, moving 
the MVP towards the OVP via the intermediate point 902 which clearly illustrates 
the line 920, and it is clear in Figure 9 that line 920 passes through points 912 
and 913 and their edge equally at the same position such that it is in fact being 
precisely translated along the line without any shift in location) 

Lee teaches all the limitations of the above claim, but does not expressly 
teach that image edge point remains coincident with the display area edge point. 
However, if the entire screen in Lee's invention consists of the view volume or 
image, and thus the volume extends to the edges of the screen or beyond (as 
explained in the response to arguments), the image edge point would be 
coincident with the recited display edge point. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made to allow the 
user to utilize full-screen mode in order to more effectively visualize a complex 
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three-dimensional data set where understanding of the interrelationship of each 
component would be critical for tasks requiring precision (e.g. understanding the 
structure of an aneurysm or the like [0103]). Once such a modification is made, 
the display edge point would be coincident with the recited image edge point, and 
since the translation line would move the area the recited zoom point (MVP) 
towards the OVP (as in [0085-0089], 0027) the area around the recited zoom 
point would shift, but the original image edge point / display edge area point line 
would still exist, since clearly Figure 9 defines the line from the OVP through the 
MVP, and such a line would extend through the edge of the display, thusly the 
two would be forced to remain coincident. 

As to claim 21 , clearly Lee teaches a user interface ([0008-0009, 0045, 
0054] operable to receive user input, where clearly this user interface receives 
signal in order to allow the zooming to take place (Abstract, [0045-0054], etc), the 
display screen is clearly illustrated in Figures 11-18, for example, and in [0099- 
0101], where such a display clearly has finite and bounded edges, and finally 
such a system has a CPU that is programmed to perform the recited functionality 
[0099-0101]. 

As to claims 2 and 22, Lee clearly teaches that the invention may map the 
point at which the zoom is centered is mapped to the center of the screen [0004, 
0027, 0031-0032, etc], given that the user has the choice of moving the 
crop/clipping boxes and the fact that as the image is zoomed, it moves toward 
the optimum viewing point (OVP). It would be obvious that once the zoom point 
coincides with the center of the screen that it would no longer be moved, since 
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any motion away from the center of the screen would be compensated for such 
that the point would automatically return to the center of the screen [0049] and 
Figure 2A show such a centered item and that scaling it merely increases its size 
around a center point. Lee does expressly teach a maximum or minimum 
relative size per se; lambda can be bounded, as in Figure 8, with a minimum and 
maximum allowed value [0084]. 

As to claims 3 and 23, Lee maps the selected zoom point (MVP) towards 
the center of the screen (OVP). However, if a point is mapped to the center of 
the screen, there would be no need to translate it whatsoever if the desire were 
only to change the zoom level. It would be obvious that once the zoom point 
coincides with the center of the screen that it would no longer be moved, since 
any motion away from the center of the screen would be compensated for such 
that the point would automatically return to the center of the screen. Therefore, 
Lee discloses the invention as specified in the negatively limiting claims of claims 
3 and 23. 

As to claims 4 and 24, Lee clearly teaches in [0053] that the display is 
inherent to the finite nature of the display apparatus, in that the user can only see 
some portion of the recited model at any given time, wherein when the object is 
enlarged, some portion of the image (e.g. non-edge image points) are translated 
off of the image. See Figures 4A-4B. 

As to claims 8 and 28, clearly Lee teaches that the image is enlarged 
around the Model View Point a.k.a. zoom point. More specifically, if an image is 
translated along a zoom line (see for example Figure 9 in the Lee reference, as 
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shown below), the entire point is that shifting and zooming the object in question 
down or up the zoom line drawn through the center of the display and the recited 
zoom point [0027, 0085-0089] will typically produce the most comfortable 
location of the zoomed model for detailed viewing and manipulation, while not 
losing the original layout for the larger context [0086]. More specifically, the 
definition of the Model View Point, which is analogous to applicant's 'zoom 
points', is defined to be [0031] - "Center of Scaling— the point in a 3D model 
around which scaling takes places. Sometimes referred to herein as a 'Model 
Zoom Point.'" 

As to claim 41 , this is a broader version of claim 1 , excluding the limitation 
from the first clause that "the image edge point located at a position on the 
display area edge that coincides with an edge point on the display area". 
Therefore, the rejection to claim 1 is incorporated by reference in its entirety. As 
noted by the CCPA (In re Karlson, 136 USPQ184 (1963)), the omission of an 
element (or step) and its function in a combination is an obvious expedient if the 
remaining elements or steps performs the same functions as before, which in the 
instant case they do. As noted above, the Lee reference performs the recited 
function. 

Additionally, the claim includes the limitation that the display area edge 
point be the edge point that is the closest to the selected zoom point. Examiner 
has addressed this situation in the Response to Arguments section. As. in the 
rejection to claim 3, Lee teaches the scenario wherein the central point coincides 
with the zoom point. In the case of the other situation (e.g. the point is on a line 
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extending between a display area corner and the central point, as in Figure 13 
the case of zoom point 402A and display corner point 506A), the rejection in 
claim 1 produces results that are functionally equivalent in the results with 
respect to claim 1 . Therefore, such a limitation would have been obvious since 
the results would have been the same, and the system of claim 1 would perform 
the recited scenario for the case where the display area edge point was one of 
the corners. 

As to claim 42, note that the system of Lee clearly has many portions of 
non-edge-point image points (see Figures 11-18 for example), given that Lee 
utilizes both clip and crop boxes, which by definition remove certain portions of 
the images (see for example Figure 4 and the discussion therein, and [0008- 
0009, 0017-0019, 0027, 0053, 0063-0065]. As noted above, the Lee reference 
performs the recited function. 

As to claim 43, this is merely a broader version of claim 21 , the rejection to 
which is incorporated by reference. As noted by the CCPA (In re Karlson, 136 
USPQ184 (1963)), the omission of an element (or step) and its function in a 
combination is an obvious expedient if the remaining elements or steps performs 
the same functions as before, which in the instant case they do. As noted above, 
Lee clearly shows a set of displayed images that includes a plurality of image 
points aligned with the display edge - see right side of the display shown therein. 
Clearly, this constitutes a plurality of image points. Next, 'maintain the alignment' 
merely means that the image points must be held in their relative position to the 
image edge point, which as pointed out above would be inherent because the 
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zoom point is translated on a line that crosses through the recited edge point, it's 
position on the edge relative to the other edge points would not change, as its 
position relative to the zoom point and the center point would not change. As 
noted above, the Lee reference performs the recited function. 

As to claim 44, it is claim 42, except applied to the system claim, where 
that rejection is incorporated by reference. As noted above, the Lee reference 
performs the recited functions. 



Claims 9, 11-19, 29, and 32-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Lee as applied to claims 1 and 21 above, and further in view 
of Kaizuka et al, an analogous art 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 9 and 29. Lee does teach 
the use of clipping boxes and similar, but does not expressly show them or 
suggest them. Kaizuka Figures 3A - 3E and 8A - 8D show a rectangular border 
surrounding the selected zoom portion such that the border is translated 
substantially coincident with the translation of the selected zoom area. 
Motivation for combining Lee and Kaizuka is taken from the fact that Kaizuka 
(2:65-3:20) provides a method for zooming images that does not require 
additional storage capacity, that can display images at high speed when zooming 
at the original precision (resolution), and the like, which would clearly improve the 
zooming capabilities of Lee. 
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Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 1 1. and 31 ; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka Column 14, lines 65 - 67, and column 
15, lines 1 - 2, describe a data storage section to store image data for zoom 
processing. "More specifically, until image data in the designated wide range is 
read out on the server and transferred to the client, stepwise zoom-out 
processing is performed using image data stored in the data storage section 1 8 
of the client." Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 12 and 32; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka Column 14, lines 62 - 65, states, "When 
an image currently displayed on the image display section 17 on the client side is 
to be zoomed out to display a wider range, the above-described zooming 
processing can be applied." Thus, Kaizuka teaches of performing a zoom-out 
function in a manner opposite to that which the zoom area was originally 
changed. Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 13 and 33; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. As shown in Kaizuka Figures 3A - 3E and 8A - 
8D, each image point from an original position in the selected zoom portion is 
translated to a final position when changing the relative size of the selected zoom 
area. Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 14 and 34; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka Column 14, lines 65 - 67, and column 
1 5, lines 1 - 2, describe a data storage section to store image data for zoom 
processing. "More specifically, until image data in the designated wide range is 
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read out on the server and transferred to the client, stepwise zoom-out 
processing is performed using image data stored in the data storage section 18 
of the client." Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 15 and 35; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka Column 14, lines 62 - 65, states, "When 
an image currently displayed on the image display section 17 on the client side is 
to be zoomed out to display a wider range, the above-described zooming 
processing can be applied." Thus, Kaizuka teaches of performing a zoom-out 
function in a manner opposite to that which the zoom area was originally 
changed. By performing the process of figures 3A - 3E and 8A - 8D in a manner 
opposite to that which the zoom area was originally changed, it can be seen that 
each image point in the selected zoom area is translated along a substantially 
straight line from its final position to its stored original position when changing the 
relative size of the selected zoom point. Motivation/rationale is taken from the 
rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 16 and 36; Lee does not 
expressly teach this limitation. Figure 19A shows an image with a plurality of 
arrows positioned next to the image for scrolling purposes. When scrolling an 
image, the positions of the image points in the image will be changed to updated 
positions. Thus, the final and original as well as each of the image points will be 
changed to an updated position. Column 14, lines 65 - 67, and column 15, lines 
1 - 2, describe a data storage section to store image data for zoom processing. 
"More specifically, until image data in the designated wide range is read out on 
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the server and transferred to the client, stepwise zoom-out processing is 
performed using image data stored in the data storage section 18 of the client." 
Additionally, Column 14, lines 62 - 65, states, "When an image currently 
displayed on the image display section 17 on the client side is to be zoomed out 
to display a wider range, the above-described zooming processing can be 
applied." Thus, Kaizuka teaches of performing a zoom-out function in a manner 
opposite to that which the zoom area was originally changed. By performing the 
process of figures 3A - 3E and 8A - 8D in a manner opposite to that which the 
zoom area was originally changed with the updated scrolled image, it can be 
seen that each image point in the selected zoom area is translated along a 
substantially straight line from its changed final position to its changed original 
position when changing the relative size of the selected zoom point. 
Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Kaizuka et al. teaches of the invention of claims 1 7 - 1 9 and 37 - 39; Lee 
does not expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka teaches of both a zoom-in and 
a zoom-out process whereby the two are performed in a manner opposite to 
each other. Thus, after performing a zoom-in and zoom-out process on an 
image, the original image is available to the user once again. Upon selecting a 
new zoom portion after having already changed the image by zooming in and 
out, the new zoom portion original position is its position before the relative size 
of the previously selected zoom point was changed. Additionally, as seen in 
figures 3A - 3E and 8A - 8D, the zoom portion is translated along an original 
zoom line that is a substantially straight line that passes through the new zoom 
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point original position and extends between the display area central point and a 
display area edge point that is closes to the new zoom point. By translating the 
new zoom portion to the center of the frame, the relative size of the new zoom 
area is changed and occupies a position it would have occupied had the new 
zoom area been the previously selected zoom area. Thus, the new zoom area is 
moved from its present location as shown in figures 3A and 8A to a new position 
on the new zoom area original zoom line as shown in figures 3E and 8D. 
Motivation/rationale is taken from the rejection of claim 9 above. 

Claims 20 and 40 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Lee in view of Kaizuka as applied to claims 17 and 37, and further in view of 
Duke (6,407,749) and Kato (US 6,333,996). 

As to claims 20 and 40, the processor of Lee clearly moves through the 
display area central point and the new zoom point on the display since the line is 
linear and the image is moved directly along the line, but Lee does not teach 
averaging zoom lines and the like, nor does Kaizuka. Duke clearly teaches that it 
is advantageous to allow the user to draw a vector that has both direction and 
magnitude based on user selection of how long the mouse button is held down in 
order to facilitate easier zooming and scrolling operations. Duke clearly teaches 
changing the relative size of the zoom point (e.g. zooming the display), for 
example moving the central point of the display along a line parallel to that of the 
zoom path desired by the user, where the vector created to do so (vector 33, 
Figure 2A) extends from the central point of the display (point 27, Figure 2A)) and 
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is parallel with and equal to (in magnitude) to the user director vector described 
above (4:27-63). See Figure 2B, where clearly the original point 30 has been 
shifted along the vector to ghost pointer location 31 , where the point 31 in Figure 
2A has now become the original pointer location 30 in Figure 2B (4:62-67). The 
advantages of this arrangement are stated in 3:39-63, wherein it allows for 
more efficient operation of the zooming mechanism. Kato 21:10-25 teaches 
that the user inputs writing or lines at various rates. Since the system of Duke 
has easier user input that facilitates more efficient zooming and scrolling, Kato 
would teach to use an average handwriting or user line creation rate to achieve 
better accuracy and precision and the like with respect to user input (20:20- 
22:50). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Lee and Kaizuka to allow the user to express the zoom vector of the 
desired magnitude by using one of the input devices to increase user efficiency 
with zooming and scrolling as described above. Therefore, since the user would 
be drawing lines with the input device with the system of Lee / Kaizuka as 
modified by Duke, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use average inputs, e.g. the average the user 
input line with the old line to account for user jitter when drawing the desired 
input / scroll / zoom line as in Duke so as to obtain a more accurate 
representation of the desired user input and to smooth it as discussed above by 
the Kato reference. 
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Claims 10 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lee and Kaizuka as applied to claims 9 and 29 above, 
respectively, and further in view of Conrad et al. 

Lee does not expressly teach this limitation. Kaizuka et al. teaches of the 
invention of claims 10 and 30 except removing the zoom symbol from the display 
area when the cursor symbol is moved. Kaizuka Column 17, lines 11-16, 
describe displaying a cursor symbol in the display area. "On the displayed image 
shown in FIG. 8A, a mouse cursor 33 is moved to the central point or an arbitrary 
point of a rectangular region (the region has similar shape to the display frame 
31, and the similitude ratio is determined in advance) as a zooming target, and 
the region to be enlarged is designated by clicking the mouse." Conrad et al. 
teaches of a graphical user interface that opens and closes enclosures when an 
object is dragged over a location on top of an icon or text representing a closed 
enclosure. Column 1 1 , lines 17-27, describes removing a select icon when the 
cursor is moved through a designated area. "In FIGS. 15A and 15B, another 
alternative sequence is shown. In this sequence, a dragged icon 1501 is 
dragged over a folder. When this occurs, a select icon appears, such as an 
opened folder icon 1502 with a split pie symbol. The split pie has a first side 
1503 and a second side 1504. If the user moves the cursor downward to the 
second side 1504, as illustrated in FIG. 15B, then the sprung open enclosure is 
opened. Alternatively, if the user moves the cursor upward into the first side 
1 503, then some other action may occur. If user moves the cursor through the 
split pie, then the select icon is removed and the original icon reappears." Thus, 
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Conrad teaches of removing the select symbol when the cursor is moved from a 
certain location. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Lee/Kaizuka to 
include removing the zoom symbol from the display area when the cursor symbol 
is moved. One would have been motivated to make such a modification to Lee 
and Kaizuka so that when a zooming function is not being performed on the 
selected portion of an image, the zoom symbol is quickly removed when a user 
moves the cursor symbol out of the zoom region, thus preventing any blocking of 
the image by the zoom symbol. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Eric Woods whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7775. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Ulka Chauhan can be reached on 571-272-7782. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Eric Woods March 1 3, 2007 
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